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Abstract 
This study was an attempt to investigate the psychometric properties of the Perfectionism Inventory (Hill, Huelsman, Furr, 
Kibler, Vicente, & Kennedy, 2004) in a sample of 512 Iranian state university students. Results show internal consistency of 
scores on total scale (.926) and all of subscales (.751 to .913). Exploratory Factor Analysis using a varimax rotation suggested 
only 6 underlying subscales instead of 8 subscales, reported by hill & et al. (2004), including: Interpersonal Sensitivity (IS), 
Striving for Excellence (SE), Organization (O), Perceived Parental Pressure (PPP), Planfulness (P), and High Standards for 
Others (HSO). Furthermore, test-retest reliability for PI over a month interval was acceptable (r=.736, n=50, p<.001); moreover, 
the PI scales revealed adequate convergent validity with Frost Multidimensional Perfectionism Scale (1990) (r=.741, n=59, 
p<.0005). 
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
Peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center. 
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1. Introduction 
  
A perfectionist is someone who feels to be under a constant pressure in order to perform an elusive task. S/he 
evaluates his/her success on the basis of doing the task well. The constant pressure to achieve unreal goals leads the 
perfectionist to feel frustrated (Parker & Adkins, 1995). Researches indicates that perfectionism is in contact with 
psychological and physical consequences (Chang, 2003; Chang, Doeney & Lin, 2006; Hewitt & Flet, 2002; Shafran 
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& Mansell, 2001).  
In the past, perfectionism was regarded to be sign of psychological disorders and maladjustments (for example, 
Burns, 1980), for those who seek psychological help for anxiety and depression mostly showed high levels of 
perfectionism. These initially psychological conceptions were regarded perfectionism as a unidimensional construct 
(Burns, 1980). For more than 30 years the Eating Disorder Inventory - Perfectionism subscale (EDI-P; Garner, 
Olmstead & Polivy, 1983), was utilized to measure perfectionism, but some researchers have questioned the 
unidimensionality of it (Sherry, Hewitt & Besser, 2004). Hamachek (1978) made a distinction between normal and 
neurotic perfectionist. And this led to a global number of conceptualizations in the area of perfectionism emerged as 
a dichotomous construct. Hamachek described normal perfectionists as people who derive a very real sense of 
pleasure from the laborious efforts, and who feel free to be less precise whenever they can. On the other hand, 
neurotic perfectionists can be defined as people who don’t accept any limitations in their efforts in order to attain 
high standards they set for themselves (Hill, McIntire, & Bacharach, 1997). 
Whereas the initial researches focused on the “destructiveness” of perfectionism (Blat, 1995), and describe 
perfectionists to be prone to a life of inevitable distress and misery, further researches are strong evidence 
supporting the benefits obtained by perfectionists (e.g., Gilman & Ashby, 2003; Rice & Lapsley, 2001). In recent 
years, several researchers have proposed multidimensional models and measures of perfectionism. Frost, Marten, 
Lahart, & Rosenblate (1990) published a 35-item multidimensional perfectionism scale which have been validated 
for both child and adult nonclinical populations (Ablard & Parker, 1997; Parker & Stumpf, 1995). F_MPS† assesses 
six factors including Concern over Mistakes (CM), Personal Standards (PS), Parental Expectations (PE), Parental 
Criticism (PC), Doubts about actions (D), and Organization (O). Despite increasing popularity of F-MPS in 
personality and clinical research, there is a great deal of inconsistencies in the results of the researches which 
examined the six-factor structure of this instrument. Some research have found support for six-factor structure 
(Parker & Adkins, 1995; Parker & Stumpf, 1995), while some others have questioned the number of factors 
(Purdon, Antony, & Swinson, 1999). Also Stober (1997) argued about factorial instability of F-MPS across samples 
and suggested that this instability may be due to an over-extraction of the CM and D dimensions and the PE and PC 
dimensions and has found four underlying factors instead of six F-MPS subscales. 
Oslo, Hewitt & Flett (1991) developed another 45-item multidimensional perfectionism scale which assesses 
three aspects of perfectionism including Self-Oriented Perfectionism (SOP), which is setting high standards for 
oneself and evaluating one’s behavior and value stringently, for example, ’I strive to be the best at everything I do’, 
Other-Oriented Perfectionism (OOP), which is having high standards for significant others. For example, 
’everything that others do must have the best quality’ and Socially Prescribed Perfectionism (SPP), which is 
perceiving that others have unrealistically high standards for the individual, that they evaluate the individual and put 
pressure on him/her to be perfect. For example, ’people expect nothing less than perfect performance from me’. 
These two Multidimensional Perfectionism Scales (Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Frost et al., 1990), despite the similarity 
of the names, assumed that perfectionism to be comprised of relatively different dimensions. Although the concepts 
are the same, but each focuses on different aspects. The personal standards from the F-MPS are strongly related to 
SOP from the HF-MPS, while the subscales of CM, PE, and PC are related to SPP (Frost, Heimberg, Holt, Mattia & 
Neubauer, 1993). Given such differences and the fact that most perfectionism studies use one or the other, it’s not 
unexpected that some inconsistencies have been emerged in the findings. 
Followed by this disagreements, Hill et al. (2004) published a 59-item measure of perfectionism called 
Perfectionism Inventory (PI) which is designed to capture the important constructs provided by 2 predominant 
Multidimensional Perfectionism Scales (Hewitt & Flett, 1991; Frost et al., 1990). PI assesses perfectionism as an 
eight-dimensional construct composed of Concern over Mistakes (CM), High Standards for Others (HSO), Need for 
Approval (NA), Organization (O), Perceived Parental Pressure (PPP), Planfulness (P), Rumination (R), and Striving 
for Excellence (SE). 
In short, perfectionism manifests itself as a multidimensional construct and includes healthy and unhealthy 
features. Besides it can be the origin of individual differences in various functional areas. In Iran a few empirical 
researches have been developed on manifestation of perfectionistic behaviors. Moreover, studies on perfectionism 
necessitate practical, valid, and reliable scales to measure perfectionism. On the other hand, the need for multiple 
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language versions of tests, and questionnaires caused that many tests are adapted from one language and culture to 
another. The influence of culture on measuring the specific psychological construct needs to be addressed. For each 
psychological process or construct is measured in a new cultural population, it is necessary to determine the extent 
to which it is universal across cultures and if not, to specify the exact differences and make the necessary 
adjustments (De Klerk, 2008). Having said all this, the goal of this study was to examine the dimensionality of the 
Perfectionism Inventory in Iranian sample. As Perfectionism Inventory is a more comprehensive measure, it was 
selected to be investigated. 
 
2. Method 
 
2.1. Participants 
 
As for the language difference between Perfectionism Inventory and participants in recent study, it is essential 
that we make use of Persian translation of PI. Therefore, it was essential to do a pilot study to investigate the 
practicality of Perfectionism Inventory in Iranian culture. Participants for the pilot study were 60 (25 male and 35 
female) volunteers at Shahid Beheshti University. All the participants were non-English-Speakers selected by 
convenience sampling method. Furthermore, to investigate the nature of PI subscales, a sample including 550 
students of Tehran state universities (M=22.86, SD=4.96, female=43%, male=35%, missing sex=22%) filled out the 
Inventory. The proportional stratified random sampling method was used for this part of the study. To estimate test-
retest reliability the sample was 50 randomly selected university student from the target population. Also F-MPS 
was filled out by 60 people to investigate the convergent validity of the Persian version of Perfectionism Inventory, 
that one participant was excluded from analysis because of incomplete data. 
 
2.2. Measures 
 
Perfectionism Inventory (PI, Hill et al. (2004)) is a 59-item measure used to test the multidimensional facets of 
perfectionism. PI assesses perfectionism as an eight-dimensional construct composed of Concern over Mistakes 
(CM), High Standards for Others (HSO), Need for Approval (NA), Organization (O), Perceived Parental Pressure 
(PPP), Planfulness (P), Rumination (R), and Striving for Excellence (SE). The scores are based on a 5-point scale (1 
= strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree). Hill et al. (2004) have reported that the internal consistency was high, 
ranging from .83 to .91 for all of the subscales. 
The F-MPS of Frost et al. (1990) has 35 items and uses a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale consists of six subscales: CM, which measures negative reactions to 
mistakes, PS, which reflects the setting of high standards, PE, which measures perceived parental expectations of 
excellence, PC, which assess levels of parental criticism, D, which indicates a person’s self-doubt accomplishments, 
and O, which assesses the importance of orderliness. Total score is make up the score of all subscales excluding O. 
Good internal reliability has been reported: F-MPS total= .90: CM=.88; PS=83; PE=.84; D=.77; PC=.84; and O=.93. 
Also convergent validity of the F-MPS has been demonstrated through positive, statistically significant correlations 
between F-MPS and other perfectionism scales, like the Burns Perfectionism Scale (Burns, 1980). 
 
2.3. Procedure 
 
The PI items were translated into Persian by one native Persian-speaker who had a Master of English literature. 
Then for meaning correspondence, the Persian language version was retranslated to English by a translator of 
English who lived more or less 20 years in England. Finally, the translators and researchers collaborated to ensure 
that the true meaning of the items was preserved in translation. Then to investigate the practicality of translated PI, 
60 (25 male, 35 female) students voluntarily filled the inventory. Due to central tendency deriving from Likert-type 
scales with odd numbers, the Persian version of PI was administered based on a 4-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree to 4 = strongly agree). 
After the evidence of practicality of PI was obtained in the pilot study, the translated PI was filled out by 550 
university students during the class period. Data of 38 participants were excluded due to being incomplete; thus, 
data of 512 students were analyzed. To estimate Test-retest reliability 50 of participants randomly were asked to 
complete PI approximately with one month interval. Furthermore, to investigate the Convergence Validity 60 of 
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participants completed F-MPS as soon as they had filled out PI. None of participants reported special difficulties 
during completing PI, or during any other steps of current study. 
 
3. Results  
 
3.1. Pilot Study 
 
In pilot study the results show that items 4 (I am well-organized), 36 (I clean my home often), 52 (I usually don’t 
make decisions on the spot), 51 (my closet is neat and organized), and 12 (I think things should be put away in their 
place) are in a weak correlative relation to the whole of PI. Therefore, making a decision about their omission or 
preservation will be done after factor analysis. Also the results show that the translated PI is a practical instrument 
which has adequate internal consistency, with coefficient alphas equal to .917 and reliable subscales having 
acceptable Cronbach’s coefficient alpha ranging from .697 to .858. Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha for PI subscales in pilot study are shown in Table 1. 
 
Table 1.Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for PI subscales 
 CM SE O PPP HSO R NA P 
α .814 .810 .839 .858 .697 .770 .760 .797 
M 19.21 18.76 23.73 20.81 17.76 19.71 19.54 20.74 
SD 4.23 2.98 4.19 4.83 2.99 3.41 3.91 3.63 
 
3.2. Exploratory Factor Analysis by Scale 
 
The correlation matrix of PI items was subjected to Principal Component Analysis (PCA) by Varimax rotation. 
The Bartlett χ² test was statistically significant (Bartlett χ²= 11755.179, p<0.0001); moreover, sampling adequacy 
subjected by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin was equal to .90544, indicating that the process of factor analysis was justifiable. 
Six components with Eigen values greater than one were extracted; furthermore, residuals confirmed this solution. 
The first factor, consisting of 20 items, accounted for 19.9% of the variance (eigenvalue = 11.526), and was 
labeled Interpersonal Sensitivity (IS). The second factor, consisting of 7 items, accounted for 10.3 % of the variance 
(eigenvalue = 5.971), and was labeled Striving for Excellence (SE). The third factor, consisting of 7 items, 
accounted for 4.7 % of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.703), and was named Organization (O). The fourth factor, 
consisting of 7 items, accounted for 3.9 % of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.253), and was labeled Perceived Parental 
Pressure (PPP). The fifth factor, consisting of 8 items, accounted for 3.6 % of the variance (eigenvalue = 2.084), and 
was labeled Planfulness (P). The sixth factor, consisting of 9 items, accounted for 2.4 % of the variance (eigenvalue 
= 1.417), and was named High Standards for Others (HSO). Item 4 was dropped due to lack of specificity and weak 
factor loading (lower than .30). The factor structure of the items is presented in Table 2. The table also includes 
Eigen values, variance accounted by each component, Items, Means, Standard deviations, Cronbach’s coefficient 
alphas, and Measurement standard error. As the table shows, the extracted components subjected to Varimax 
rotation account for 44.8% of total variance. Analysis of Persian version of PI resulted in a 58-item measure which 
assesses 6 subscales of perfectionism construct with adequate internal consistency (α = 0.919). 
 
3.3. Test-retest reliability 
 
To estimate test-retest reliability the Pearson correlation coefficient was calculated between two times 
administrations of PI approximately with a month interval. Results reveal that there is high association between PI 
and F-MPS scores (r=.736, n=50, p<0/0005). Test-retest correlations for each subscale are presented in Table 2. 
 
3.4. Convergent validity of PI 
 
To investigate this type of validity the Pearson correlation coefficient utilized between PI and F-MPS (Frost et 
al., 1990) subscales. Results show that correlation between these two instruments are adequate. The highest 
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correlation belongs to Concerns over mistake and Interpersonal Sensitivity (r=.781), Parental Expectations and 
Perceived Parental Pressure (r=.829), Organization subscale from both instruments (r=.823), and Organization from 
F-MPS and Planfulness of PI (r=.731). The association of total scores of these two measures is 0.741which indicates 
high association between them (r=0.741, n=59, p<0.0005). 
 
       Table 2. Factor Structure, Eigen values, Variance accounted, M, SD, α, Measurement Standard Error and Test-retest Coefficient 
Factor 
6 
Factor 
5 
Factor 
4 
Factor 
3 
Factor 
2 
Factor 
1 
Items  
     .727 I’m concerned with whether or not other people approve of 
my actions 
26 
     .721 I spend a great deal of time worrying about other people’s 
opinion of me 
59 
     .657 I am sensitive to how others respond to my work 18 
     .656 I am often concerned that people will take what I say the 
wrong way 
49 
     .628 When I make an error, I generally can’t stop thinking about it 40 
    .625 If I make a serious mistake, I feel like I’m less of a person 57 
     .623 If someone points out a mistake I’ve made, I feel like I’ve 
lost that person’s respect in some way 
30 
     .612 If I make a mistake, my whole day is ruined 24 
     .609 I compare my work to others and often feel inadequate 10 
     .606 I am over-sensitive to the comments of others 2 
     .585 I am particularly embarrassed by failure 14 
     .575 If I say or do something dumb I tend to think about it for the 
rest of the day 
32 
     .552 I spend a lot of time worrying about things I’ve done, or 
things I need to do 
16 
     .537 If I make mistakes, people might think less of me 6 
     .526 I often obsess over some of the things I have done 48 
     .521 To me, a mistake equals failure 46 
     .516 If I mess up on one thing, people might start questioning 
everything I do 
38 
     .483 Growing up, I felt a lot of pressure to do everything right 39 
     .479 I often don’t say anything, because I’m scared I might say the 
wrong thing 
34 
     .424 Making mistakes is a sign of stupidity 
 
53 
    .668  I drive myself rigorously to achieve high standards 33 
    .652  I must achieve excellence in everything I do 41 
    .645  I have to be the best in every assignment I do 25 
    .574  My work needs to be perfect, in order for me to be satisfied 1 
    .500  If I do something less than perfectly, I have a hard time 
getting over it 
8 
    .484  All my energy is put into achieving a flawless result 9 
    .463 
 
 I can’t stand to do something halfway 17 
   .787   My closet is neat and organized 51 
   .711   I clean my home often 36 
   .655   I would characterize myself as an orderly person 20 
   .640   My workspace is generally organized 56 
   .629   I make sure to put things away as soon as I’m done using 
them 
44 
   .487   I like to always be organized and disciplined 28 
   .363 
 
  I think things should be put away in their place 12 
  .779    My parent(s) have high expectations for achievement 31 
  .741    My parent(s) put a lot of pressure on me to succeed 47 
  .727    I’ve always felt pressure from my parent(s) to be the best 7 
  .687    My parent(s) have expected nothing but my best 58 
  .618    I always felt that my parent(s) wanted me to be perfect 54 
  .554    My parent(s) are difficult to please 23 
  .434 
 
 .386  My parents hold me to high standards 15 
 .638     I usually need to think things through before I know what I 29 
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want 
 .637     Most of my decisions are made after I have had time to think 
about the 
21 
 .629     I think through my options carefully before making a decision 5 
 .578     I tend to deliberate before making up my mind 45 
 .565     I need time to think up a plan before I take action 37 
 .558     After I turn a project in, I can’t stop thinking of how it could 
have been better 
55 
 .469  .410   I find myself planning many of my decisions 13 
 .400 
 
    I usually don’t make decisions on the spot 52 
.620      I have little tolerance for other people’s careless mistakes 43 
.577      I’m often critical of others 27 
.526      I’m not very patient with people’s excuses for poor work 19 
.486      I am frequently aggravated by the lazy or sloppy work of 
others 
35 
.480      I often get frustrated over other people’s mistakes 50 
.461      I over-react to making mistakes 22 
.452      I get upset when other people don’t maintain the same 
standards I do 
11 
.428      I am self-conscious about what others think of me 42 
.427      I usually let people know when their work isn’t up to my 
standards 
 
3 
1.417 2.084 2.253 2.703 5.971 11.526 Eigenvalue  
2.4 3.6 3.9 4.7 10.3 19.9 Variance accounted  
22.31 16.23 17.73 14.67 13.57 46.45 Mean  
3.81 3.61 4.19 3.80 3.71 9.51 Standard Deviation  
.751 .793 .837 .827 .825 .913 Cronbach s Alpha  
1.90 1.64 1.69 1.58 3.55 2.80 Measurement Standard Error  
.678 .448 .845 .798 .762 .756 Test-retest Coefficient  
 
4. Conclusion 
 
The results of present study indicate that the translated version of perfectionism inventory is a practical, valid and 
reliable instrument to assess perfectionism construct in Iranian sample. The exploratory factor analysis extracts 6 
essential factors in PI. In recent research, most of the items related to the Need for Approval, Concern over 
Mistakes, and Rumination components are loaded on one factor which labeled Interpersonal Sensitivity. The items 
that load heavily on this factor are 26 (I'm concerned with whether or not other people approve of my actions), 59 (I 
spend a great deal of time worrying about other people’s opinion of me), 18 (I am sensitive to how others respond to 
my work), and 49 (I am often concerned that people will take what I say the wrong way). Each of the contents of 
aforementioned items is in a way related to sensitivity of people in their close relationships; therefore, the researcher 
named this factor interpersonal sensitivity (IS). The other reason for this label is that Hill et. al. (2004) reported that 
only 3 factors of Concern over Mistakes, Need for Approval, and Rumination are deeply correlated with The Brief 
Symptom Inventory (BSI). And other factors are weakly correlated with the total BSI (r=.25). Although the 
correlation of CM, NA, and R with BSI was strong, the highest correlation was with interpersonal sensitivity 
subscale of BSI. This is why in this research the first factor is labeled as Interpersonal Sensitivity. On the other 
hand, in fact Concerns over Mistakes and Rumination may be a result of the need for others' approval. So the need 
for approval, that makes sense in Interpersonal Relationships, is a more fundamental factor. Also Horney believes 
the need for perfection to be a sign of neurotic self-image, and states that perfectionists tell themselves they have to 
be the best student, spouse, parent, lover, clerk, friend or child, because in their view their real self-images are 
unpleasant. Hence, to negate this negative self-image they constantly seek others' approval. As a result, they are 
sensitive in their interpersonal relationships (Schultz & Schultz, 2009). This is compatible with the definition 
Hewitt, Flet, Besser, Sherry, & McGee (2003) offer of perfectionism who believe that concentration on 
interpersonal aspects is the main characteristic of perfectionists. Hamachek (1978), and Missildine (1963) also 
believe that perfectionism grows as a reaction to conditional approval of parents. It means that the child learns that if 
he was perfect, he would be approved by parents. Therefore, in order to overcome negative self-image, 
perfectionists make use of other people's approval to prove their own perfection. They do this to get rid of the 
chronic feelings of despair and disappointment which is the result of their failure to fulfill others' expectations. 
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Rogers (1951) believed that when children see the parents' approval conditioned by their fulfillment of expectations, 
they may have a low self-esteem and they always want to compensate for it. Accordingly they will be highly 
sensitive in their interpersonal relationships. 
On the other hand, it seems that factorial difference between Persian and English version could be driven by 
cultural and linguistic differences in target population. Chang (1998), and Nilsson et. al. (1999) studied the effect of 
cultural differences on perfectionism in the West. They realized that the level of emphasis that different cultures put 
on enforcing and socializing some aspects of perfectionism differ from each other. Therefore, even subscales of 
perfectionism may differ from one culture to another. Furthermore, according to the International Test Commission 
Guidelines for Translating and adapting: "Test developers/publishers should ensure that the adaptation process takes 
full account of linguistic and cultural differences in the intended populations" (Guideline D1., ITC, 2010). 
The Planfulness factor which is a unique subscale, not mentioned obviously in the previous multidimensional 
perfectionism scales, consistent with study of Hill et. al. (2004), is one of the fundamental component of 
perfectionism constructed in this study. Planfulness is described as a tendency to profound thinking before decision-
making and avoiding impulsive actions. 
Finally all the results indicate that despite all limitations specific to self-report instruments, like answers with 
high social desirability and the probability of unawareness of participants of their own emotional reactions (Nisbett 
& Wilson, 1977), Perfectionism Inventory is a practical, valid, and reliable instrument for assessing perfectionism in 
an Iranian sample. 
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